BRIEF COMMUNICATION 


ON THE NOMENCLATURE OF A HYLID TREE FROG FROM QUEENSLAND 


The nomenclature of Australian frogs currently is labile 
and a number of areas of disagreement need to be 
addressed before any degree of stability can be achieved. 
One of the numerous issues involved is the correct name 
lo be applied (6 4 single species of hylid tree frog occurring 
in North Queensland. At present three names are used in 
ibe literature: Litoria eucnemis (Lonnberg)!?, L- 
genimaculatd (Horsty t abd L serrata (Andersson)? ©. 

Litoria serrata was described in 1916" fram specimens 
taken at Atherton, Carrington and Malanda, and was 
referred lo the synonymy of L. eunes oF New Guinea 
hy Loveridge”. The actiow was supported by Copland? 
but was questioned hy Mpore™, Because of this 
uncertainty the Lype specimens were reexamined, compared 
with additional series and considered conspecific by 
Tyler!" 

Subsequent use of ihe name £. serrata for {he Australian 
population'? follows Cogger!? who adopted itin the first 
edition of his lield guide, with the commen “lt has 
recently been regarded as conspecific with Literia 
eucnemis, a species from the Huon Peninsula in New 
Guinea.” Copper clearly believed thal this was not the vase, 
but did not tender the evidence upon which he based his 
opinion. 

More recently (he specific identity of the Australian 
population has been changed? io L., genimacuilata, a 
species described from New Guinea The change is 
justified by the authors only by the comment “4. serrata 
al Cogger (1975).” The name È. gentmacufata has now 
been incorporaied jn @ fist of the amphibian fauna of 
Queensland’. 

lt is apparent froni the above summary that recent 
nomenclatural changes have been implemented without 
the presentation of any substantive evidence in support 
of those changes. 


In New Guinea t. eucnemis and L, genimaculata are 
regarded as disiinet bul closely related species differing 
in adult. sife and maximum extent of interdigital 
webbing". 

‘Tyler> considered the two species to be allopatri¢ but 
more recently they have been demonstrated to be sympatric 
Over a portion of their geographic range. and readily 
distinguishable by differences in male call“. Both species 
produce calls described as “sore, no doubt caused by 
their lack of vocal sacs!” W, 

An audiospectrogram of a call of L. senimaculata 
provided by Zweifel? depicts a series of nine notes emitted 
at à rate of approximately 6/sec. In contrast the call of L- 
eucnemis is more complex and described as “groups of 
low, soft, chuckling notes and finished , - , with several 
louder, shorter pulsed calts”!*, Zweifel's figures of the call 
af each species indicate that there is no possibility of L, 
evenemis and t- genimaculara being conspecilic: 

The call of an Australian specimen (Queensland 
National Parks and Wildlife Service collection N 32472) 
front Weather Station Creek is biphasic with pulse 
repetition rates of 35,8 and 52.5 pulses sec ' respectively. 
Comparable values from Zweifel's'® recording of 
L. encnemis {from New Guinea are 23,5 and 165 pulses 
sec '. Although there is similarity in (he low pulse rate 
calls, (hey differ markedly in the number of pulses, 30 in 
the Australian frog compared with 16 in the New Guinea 
specimen. In rhe case of (he high pulse rate calls the 
differences in pulse repetition rates are conspicuous 
whereas the number of pulses (17 and 23 respectively) 
differ only slightly. 

More and improved recordings front Australia and New 
Guinea are required to resolve the issue of whether the 
allopatric populations variously known as L. eucnernis 
and L. serrata are cConspecitic, 
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Fig. 1. Audiospeetrogram (300 Hy liler of calls of Lisoria eucnemis recorded by K- R. McDonald. Air temp, 23°C. 
Tape= Dept Zoology, University of Adelaide, K: McD (10). Analysed on a Kay Digital Sonagraplt Model 7800. 
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Nevertheless, there is no justification for considering 
L. genimaculata a member of the Australian fauna. If 
L. genimaculata does occur in Australia it will be an 
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We are indebted to Mr K. R. McDonald for providing 
the tape recording from which Fig. | was prepared. 
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